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A QUESTIONNAIRE, SENT TO DIRECTORS'OF 89 PUBLIC, STATE
VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION AGENCIES AND OF AGENCIES WHICH
SERVE THE BLIND, WAS DESIGNED PRIMARILY TO SURVEY PRESENT

PRACTICES USED IN EVALUATING COUNSELORS ON THEIR STAFF.
MULTIPLE - CHOICE -TYPE QUESTIONS REQUIRED TWO TYPES OF
ANSWERS- -THE VARIOUS COUNSELOR CHARACTERISTICS CONSIDERED OR
REQUIRED IN 'EVALUATIONS AND HOW IMPORTANT SUCH
CHARACTERISTICS WERE THOUGHT TO.BE. NINETY -SEVEN PERCENT OF
THE QUESTIONNAIRES WERE RETURNED. FINDINGS SHOWED THAT THE
GENERAL EVALUATION PRACTICES OF THESE AGENCIES USUALLY
'FOLLOWED STANDARD PERSONNEL PRACTICES, EXCEPT THAT ALMOST

.
HALF OF THE AGENCIES LACK A STANDARD COUNSELOR EVALUATION
FORM. THE 29 COUNSELOR CHARACTERISTICS WHICH WERE RATED ON
IMPORTANCE, REQUIREDNESS, AND METHOD OF ASSESSMENT WERE
CLUSTERED INTO THREE CATEGORIES -- PERSONAL, PERFORMANCE, AND
ABILITY-.KNOWLEDGE. OF THE THREE CLASSES, ABILITY-KNOWLEDGE
QUALITIES ARE MORE OFTEN REQUIRED BY ALL TYPES AND SIZES OF

AGENCIES. TWO APPROACHES TO MEASURING THE CONGRUENCE BETWEEN
REQUIREDNESS AND IMPORTANCE OF COUNSELOR CHARACTERISTICS FOR
LARGE, MEDIUM, AND SMALL AGENCIES SUGGEST THAT MEDIUM-SIZED
AGENCIES ARE LESS CONGRUENT THAN OTHERS. THIS DOCUMENT WAS
PUBLISHED IN "THE CRITERIA PROBLEM IN REHABILITATION
COUNSELING" -AS CHAPTER II (PP. 8-15), APPENDIX A (PP. 65-70),

APPENDIX H (PP. 110-117) , AND REFERENCES (PP. 123-129) . (PS)
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CHAPTER II

THE EVALUATION OF REHABILITATION COUNSELOR PERFORMANCE:
A SURVEY OF STATE AGENCY PRACTICES

Problem

In 1960, as part of our study on the criteria problem in evaluating the
work of the rehabilitation counselor, a questionnaire (Appendix A) was sent
to the directors of 89 public state vocational rehabilitati ©n agencies (DVR).
This questionnaire was designed primarily to survey present practices used in
evaluating counselors on their staff. Our intent was to collect data about
present practices which would both prepare for later stages of the study and
have immediate significance to administrators and other researchers.

Methods

In planning this survey, we decided to collect information about (1) the
general features of current evaluation procedures; (2) the extent to which
various counselor characteristics were considered or required in evaluations;
(3) how important the characteristics were thought to be; and (4) the methods
or approaches currently used in evaluating counselors. The final form of the
questionnaire included eight general multiple="choice questions and 29 specific
multiple-choice questions.

The process for developing 29 specific items of the questionnaire was as
follows: In the Jaques study (1959), supervisors in public rehabilitation agen-
cies responded to the question: "What are the things which you believe DIFFER-
ENTIATE a good rehabilitation counselor from a poor one?" By examining these
responses and eliminating those which were the same or overlapped to a great
extent, we determined the qualities which supervisors thought were distinguishing
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characteristics of a "good" counselor or his performance. Five judges sorted
the specific questions into three categories: (1) personal traits or person-
ality-type features; (2) task or job performance qualities; and (3) ability-
knowledge type characteristics. The mean inter-judge agreement was 90 per
cent. Only items which had four or more judges agreeing on a category are re-
ported in this study; consequently, item 20 of the questionnaire is not in-
cluded in the tables. The eight general questions were included to study gen-
eral practices associated with counselor evaluation.

The questionnaire was tested and criticized by several administrators be-
fore use It was found that due to the "social desirability" of almost all
traits, the method of responding had to be adjusted. For example, the labels
for "importance" categories ("extremely," "quite," "slightly") had to be "boosted"
before they began to discriminate. We also had to change the "required" cate-
gories to make them more acceptable and to secure more dispersion in responses.

Our survey covered both DVR* and agencies which serve the blind. From this
population, we received a return of 86 questionnaires (97 per cent of total),
all of which were usable after further follow-up. Since our return was so high,
we did not use sampling statistics in the analysis and interpretation of results.

A breakdown of the agencies is as follows:

DVR Agencies (by type)

DVR Comb. (Combined agencies serving both blind and others)
DVR Sep. (Separate agencies, not serving the blind)

DVR Agencies (by size)

Number

16
35

TOTAL 51

DVR Size 1 (Having 0-19 counselors on staff) 18
DVR Size 2 (Having 20-39 counselors on staff) 17
DVR Size 3 (Having 40 or more counselors on staff) 16

TOTAL 51

Blind Agencies

All Agencies Surveyed (by region)

TOTAL 35

Region Northeast (NE) VRA Regions 1 and 2 19
Region South (S) VRA Regions 3, 4 and 7 26
Region Midwest (MW) VRA Regions 5 and 6 21
Region West (W) VRA Regions 8 and 9 20

TOTAL 86

*DVR is used throughout to designate the state-federal general
vocational rehabilitation program,



Results

General Questions: The results from general questions concerning evalua-
tion procedures as a whole are given in Table 1. This table - as all of the
tables used in this chapter - gives the percentages of agency responses, rounded
to the nearest hundredth, in the most significant categories available to the
respondent. Since each table contains a considerable amount of information, we
shall not examine the material in detail, but rather concentrate on the more ob-
vious and overall characteristics.

TABLE 1

GENERAL PRACTICES IN COUNSELOR EVALUATION
WITHIN STATE REHABILITATION AGENCIES

Question All Agencies DVR Blind

1.

(N=86)

How often are the rehabilitation counselors
on your staff evaluated?

(N=51) (N=35)

No set time 23% 33% 9%
Every 3 to 6 months 17% 16% 20%
Every 7 months to 1 year 567. 47% 697.
At intervals of over 1 year 4% 4% 3%

2. Do these reports become a part of the reha-
bilitation counselor's record?

Yes 79% 73% 89%
No 20% 25% 11%
Didn't answer 1% 2%

3. Are such counselor reports used to determine
pay increases?

Yes 38% 29% 52%
No 19% 24% 11%
Partially used 43% 47% 37%

4. Are the reports used to determine promotions?
Yes 35% 31% 40%
No 9% 11% 6%
Partially used 56% 58% 54%

5. Does your staff use a standard form to organize
reports on the counselors they evaluate?

Yes 59% 51% 71%
No 41% 49% 29%

6. Do supervisors have a responsibility to review
their reports with the counselors involved?

Yes 83% 80% 86%
No 17% 2 AP., 14%
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uestion All Agencies DVR Blind

7. Are the evaluative reports used to es-
tablish in-service training goals?

(N=86) (N=51) (N=35)

Often used 36% 311, 43%
Occasionally used 38% 41% 34%
Seldom used 23% 24% 237.
Didn't answer 2% 4%

8. When was the last time a major cange occured
in your evaluative procedures?

Within past 6 months 11% 16% 3%
Within past year 20% 25% 11%
Within past 5 years 31% 24% 43%
Over 5 years 34% 31% 37%
Didn't answer 5% 4% GZ

From Table 1, we made the following generalizations: (1) the most frequent
interval used by agencies in evaluating counselors is seven months to one year;
(2) agencies for the blind are markedly more definite about their rating inter-
vals; (3) although most agencies make evaluative reports part of the counselor's
record, and make use of some of them to determine pay increases and promotions,
Blind agencies report a higher percentage doing this than do general agencies;
(4) only about one-half of the DVR agencies and three-fourths of the Blind agen-
cies have a standard form in organizing reports on counselors; however, most
agencies require that supervisors review their reports with the counselors evalua-
ted; (5) 61 per cent of all agencies use such reports only "occasionally" or
"seldom" in establishing in-service training goals; Blind agencies again report
a higher percentage, using them "often" in such a way; and (6) a third of all
agencies made a major change in evaluative procedures over five years ago; an-
other third within the past five years but not within the last year (1960); DVR
agencies made changes more recently than did agencies serving the bline.

Evaluative Questions: The summary of our findings from the 29 specific
evaluative questions presented to state agency heads is given in Appendix H.
Tables A-F indicate whether or not a characteristic was systematically required
by the agency's evaluative procedures and how important each quality was deemed
in the evaluation process. For importance ratings, there was a choice of three
responses: El (Extremely important), Q (Quite Important), or SI (Slightly Im-
portant). Tables B, D and F show the percentages of agencies indicating each
category (personal trait, performance, and ability-knowledge) as being extremely
important. In Table G, we list the median percentages for each of the three
categories required and regarded as extremely important. This table groups agen-
cies by type of client served, sire (DVR only), and region. What this table
mtght tell us will become more clear as we go along.



Requiredness Ratings of Agencies

Personal Traits: Whether or not personal traits are required in evaluative
procedures seems associated with agency size. Five qualities (appearance and
grooming, enthusiasm and interest, use of experience and mistakes, desire to cor-
rect shortcomings, and resourcefulness and ingenuity) were required by fewer
large (DVR Size 3) agencies than small (DVR Size 1) agencies. On three of the
traits (regard and conduct as a professional person, understanding of own needs,
beliefs and limitations, and "getting along" with co-workers), the larger agen-
cies (DVR Size 3) report a greater percentage requiring them than do DVR Size 1.

State agencies for the rehabilitation of the blind are, on the whole, more
concerned than are general or combined agencies with the evaluation of counselor
personal trait characteristics. However, these agencies have a higher median
percentage on all three evaluation categories. If we accept the notion that the
median percentage is representative of the extent to which a particular group of
agencies requires a certain characteristic, this would mean that more Blind agen-
cies require all three. From Table G, we can also note that personal traits are
generally required less than performance or ability-knowledge qualities by all
types of agency.

Performance Qualities: The factor of size appears to influence whether or
not a trait is required in evaluative procedures. On three of them (creation of
a suitable atmosphere during counseling sessions, respect for the confidentiality
of certain information, and preparation and motivation of clients fc,r job hunting),
larger agencies report the smallest percentages. Larger agencies more frequently
require neatness and care in handling mechanics and clerical tasks, counselor's
placement efforts, and presentation of an "agency image" to the community.

Ability:Eslawledge_gualities: For all agency groups, median percentages
(Table G) are highest on this type. Ability-knowledge questions were used to the
greatest extent throughout all agencies in the evaluation of counselors. One

trait (ability to reason logically and concisely) was required more often by the
smaller agencies.

Importance of Evaluation Items

Personal Traits Performance, Ability-Knowledge Qualities: Rather than dis-

cuss each characteristic it detail, we suggest that the reader turn to the tables

themselves. On ratings of extreme importance, we do not find as marked a differ-
ence between DVR Separate and Blind agencies except on performance. Here again
in the Blind agencies there is more emphasis on placement activities, confidenti-
ality, atmosphere for counseling, and giving appropriate information to clients.

Relation of Requiredness to Importance: One question raised was: Are re-
quired qualities also those judged to be extremely important? An answer to this
would tell us to what extent agency groups were congruent in terms of requiring
traits they judged to be extremely important. Agencies might require an ability
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for administrative reasons, due to size of staff, but not feel it was extremely
important from a professional standpoint. On the other hand, they might judge
it extremely important but, due to the difficulty of measuring it, not require
it. The phi coefficients given in Table 2 are one possible index of congruence.
They show that the smallest agencies are most congruent and the middle-sized
agencies least congruent for our three performance evaluation categories.

TABLE 2

THE MEDIAN RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE REQUIRED AND EXTREME IMPORTANCE
CATEGORIES TN THE EVALUATION OF COUNSELORS BY DVR'S

DVR DVR DVR Blind DVR

Quality Size 1 Size 2 Size 3 Total

Median Personal Trait 34
*

17 28 35 20

Median Performance 48 24 25 25 38

Median Ability-Knowledge 40 -01 22 23 23

Another approach to measuring the amount of congruence between requiredness
of a quality and judgment of extreme importance within a specific class of agen-
cies is rank-order correlation. When the items were rank-ordered by percentage
requiring the trait and then by percentage judging it extremely important, we
found the DVR's, Sizes 1, 2 and 3, arranged themselves in the same order secured
when median phi coefficients were used to assess the relationship between con-
gruence and size; that is, DVR Size 1 (.78) has the most, DVR Size 3 (.60) is
next, and DVR Size 2 (.50) has the least.

One possible interpretation of the lower congruence for agencies of middle
size (20-39 counselors) may be that they are in an "overlapping" situation when
it comes to evaluating their staff. The staff has grown too large to be evalua-
ted on the "personal" basis used when it was smaller, and these expanding agen-
cies are struggling to develop new criteria for evaluation. Smaller agencies
have not met these problems yet, while the largest agencies have already adopted
new solutions to some extent. Within DVR Size 2 agencies, meanwhile, some have
moved on to new criteria, some cling to old ones. Subsequently, they do not re-

port as uniformly as the other two groups. This is not to say that evaluation
problems are necessarily resolved in the best manner in small and large agencies,
but only that they show higbir relationship between requiring qualities and re-
garding them as extremely important. Overall, Table 2 shows us that such a re-
lationship is rather low for the most part, regardlesl of size or type of agency.

In Table 3, we find that DVR's, Sizes 1, 2 and 3, arrange themselves in the

same order secured when median phi coefficients were used to assess the relation-

ship between congruence and size. That is, DVR Size 1 (.78) has the most, DVR

*
Decimals have been omitted from correlations.
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Size 3 (.60) is next, and DVR Size 2 (.50) has the least. We have also included
in Table 3 the rhos for various other agency groups. The low rho (.14) of Region
NE is rather difficult to interpret, at least from the information we now possess.
In terms of agency sizes and numbers of Blind versus DVR agencies, that region is
quite similar to Region W (which is highest).

TABLE 3

THE RANK ORDER CORRELATION BETWEEN REQUIRED AND EXTREMELY IhPORTANT
PERCENTAGES FOR EVALUATION QUALITIES ACCORDING TO CLASS OF DVR

Rho Rho

DVR Comb. 75* Blind Agencies 55
DVR Sep. 77 Region NE 14
DVR Size 1 78 Region S 62
DVR Size 2 50 Region MW 62
DVR Size 3 60 Region W 77

Similarity of Different Agency Classes: In this section, we shall consider
how similar one category of agency is to another, rather than focusing on differ-
ences or the amount of congruence within an agency group. One measure of simi-
larity would be the relationships between the rank orders of items by percentage
requiring those items and the same figures for extremely important percentages.
Table H (Appendix H) gives such information. Agencies closest in size were most
similar in the qualities they, as a group, required in evaluations. For example,
all Blind agencies are Size 1, except one which is Size 2. Size 1 DVR agencies
correlated the highest with Blind agencies. On extremely important judgments,
agencies followed the same pattern. Since two groups of agencies might rank-,
order traits similarly but be quite far apart or. actual percentages upon which
the ranks were established, we also computed an index of similarity which takes
level into account as well. The generalized distance formula was used for this
purpose.

Size was found to be related to how similar the agency groups were in re-
quiring characteristics for evaluatioa. This holds as well between DVR and Blind
agencies. On extremely important judgments, size does not appear related to the
amount of similarity when level is taken into account as well.

Assessment Method: In responding to the questionnaire used in this survey,
a respondent also indicated the principal method used in assessing each of the 29
evaluation characteristics. He had a choice of five responses in terms of methods
used: CR (Case Review), SI (Supervisor Impressions), SR (Supervisor Rating Blank)
D (some sort of Device, such as a standardized test), and 0 (Other method not
given). Since three of the choices (CR, SI and SR) accounted for practically all

*
Decimals are omitted from correlations.
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the percentages, only these three are given in Table 4. Supervisor Impressions

was the most frequently used procedure for assessing 23 out of the 29 evaluations,

in both DVR a;:i Blind agencies. (Table I in Appendix H presents the figures for

each trait.)

From Table 4 can see that Supervisor impressions is the dominant method

of evaluation for e.. types cat characteristic:.. ease Review, as one might expect,

is used to-the grey ,- extent in fl3Qsir-Ig. performance traits.

TABLE 4

THE MEAN PROPORTION OF TM .S uF THREE MAJOR COUNSELOR EVALUATION

METHODS ARE USED BY STATE DVR AGENCIES FOR ASSESSING

THREE TYPES ')F EVALUATION CHARACTERISTICS

SI CR SR

Personal Traits 81.2% 11.4% 4.0%

Performance 50.7% 36.8% 5.3%

Ability-Knowledge 55.37Q 27.5% 9.8%

Summary

Survey data describing DVR counselor evaluation practices were obtained

from 86 of the 89 agencies polled. Our ti lings showed that the general evalua-

tion practices of these agencies usually tL lowed standard personnel practices

except that almost half of the agencies lac a standard counselor evaluation

form. The 29 counselor characteristics for .4ch we secured importance, required-

ness, and method of assessment data were clustered into three categories: per-

sonal, performance, and ability-knowledge. Of the three classes, ability-knowledge

qualities are more often required by all types and sizes of agency. Twc approache,

to measuring the congruence between requiredness and importance of counselor char-

acteristics for large, medium and small agencies (according to number of counselors'

suggest that medium-sized agencies are less congruent than the others.



APPENDIX A

PERSONNEL EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

Purpose

65

This questionnaire is one phase of a larger study concerned with criteria

for rehabilitation counseling. It Ain* to obtain from rehabilitation agencies

information regarding the evaluative questions and procedures they use to assess

their professional staff. From this survey, we expect to learn which aspects of

rehabilitation counseling administrators take into account in their evaluative

decision. The most common areas will be applied, along with a performance rec-

ord rating procedure in the final part of our study.

Format of Questionnaire

Most of the items to be considered in the questionnaire are in the form of

a question. They are meant to help you to quickly identify questions you do or

do not concern yourself with in an evaluation of your staff. At the end of the

questionnaire, there are several brief "general" questions which concern your

evaluative procedures as a whole.

How to Respond to Question Items

After reading an item, you are asked to respond in three ways to that item:

1. To indicate whether or not thiljaagestion that evaluators (super-
visors, etc.) are required to)tsk in present counselor evaluation Eur

cedures, ENCIRCLE:

- if this is a question that is required in present evaluative

procedures; i.e., it is a question which appears in the agency's

operational manual or standard personnel rating forms.

"NR" - if this is a question that is not required in present evaluative

procedures, but may be occasionally asked or considered.

- if you do not know if it is required or if it is hard to deter-

mine whether the question is covered by the agency's regular

practices.

2. To indicate how important yomlellanllgiis in your evaluation of pro-

fessional staff, ENCIRCLE:

"EI" - if you feel it is extremely important.

"QI" - if you feel it is quite important but not extremely important.

"SI" - if you feel it is slightly important.
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3. To indicate how data is collected and organized on ai.e., what techniques do you use to assess whether ormember does possess this characteristic. To indicateENCIRCLE:

"CR" - if case records are reviewed and evaluated.

articular item;
not the staff
the procedure,

"SI" - if supervisor impressions of the member and his work are used.
"SR" - if supervisor

impressions, according to some standard ratingform, are used.

- if some test device, such as standardized tests, is used.

- if some technique other than the above is used.

HOU

Where y
(e.g.

Sample Item

Required

R

need to encircle more than one technique, please put an "X") through the principal technique used.

Importance

'Does the counselor present a suitable EI
appearance and good grooming?

SI

Method Used

SR D 0

Here, we see that the response indicates it is a question that is not re-quired in staff evaluation but may be occasionally considered. It is believedto be quite important and generally is answered through supervisor impressions.

Please give your opinion of the importance of each item regardless ofwhether that question is required in your evaluation procedures. When you con-sider whether or not a question is required in your counselor evaluation proce-dures, it may be helpful to you to ask yourself, "How do I know that this par-ticular question is considered?"

Thank you for your help in making this study possible. We shall be veryhappy to make the results available to you.



Required

1. R NR ?

2. R NR ?

3. R NR ?

4. R NR ?

5. R NR ?

6. R NR ?

7. R NR ?

8. R NR ?

9. R NR ?

10. R NR ?

11. R NR ?

12. R NR ?

13. R NR ?

Does the counselor present a suitable
appearance and good grooming?

Does the counselor demonstrate ability
to reason logically and concisely?

Does the counselor show enthusiasm and
interest in his job?

Does the counselor have an adequate
knowledge of rehabilitation concepts?
(medical, psychological, vocational,
etc., as it relates to rehabilitation)

Does the counselor have the necessary
experience or background to be an ef-
fective counselor?

Does the counselor show neatness and
care in handling the mechanics and
clerical tasks of his job?

Does the counselor regard and conduct
himself as a professional person
(ethics, professional association)?

Does the counselor accept and benefit
from supervision and criticism?

Does the counselor learn from experi-
ence, and does he use his mistakes to
strengthen his professional skills and
understanding?

67

Importance Method Used

Does the counselor understand how his
own needs, beliefs, and personal limi-
tations may affect his work with clients?

Does the counselor create an atmo-
sphere during counseling sessions with
clients which makes it easier for them
to deal with their problems and work
with him?

Does the counselor give clients appro-
priate information and in a manner
which is meaningful to the client?

Does the counselor show any fears or
prejudices toward the disabled in
general or toward certain disabilities?

EI QI SI CR SI SR D 0

EI QI SI CR SI SR D 0

EI QI SI CR SI SR D 0

EI QI SI CR SI SR D 0

EI QI SI CR SI SR D 0

EI QI SI CR SI SR D 0

EI QI SI CR SI SR D 0

EI QI SI CR SI SR D 0

EI QI SI CR SI SR D 0

EI QI SI CR SI SR D 0

EI QI SI CR SI SR D 0

EI QI SI CR SI SR D 0

EI QI SI CR SI SR D 0



Required

R NR ?

15. R NR ?

16. R NR ?

17. R NR ?

18. R NR ?

19. R NR ?

20. R NR ?

21. R NR ?

22. R NR ?

23. R NR ?

24. R NR ?

25. R NR ?

26. R Na ?

Does the counselor respect the confi-
dentiality of certain information?

Does the counselor collect sufficient
information before attempting an eval-
uation of a case?

Does the counselor evaluate the factors
in the case and proceed to act judi-
ciously to help the client toward his
rehabilitation goals?

Does the counselor usually help clients
to develop an understanding of the
agency's goals and services?

Does the counselor learn from experi-
once and show an attitude of wanting
to correct his own shortcomings?

Does the counselor get along well with
co-workers in the office and contribute
to good office morale?

Does the counselor relate to other pro-
fessional workers on a case in a coop-
erative and professional manner?

How effective are the counselor's
placement efforts?

Does the counselor approach prospective
employers in a way which enlists their
interest and support of rehabilitation?

Does the counselor know the general
goals of his agency and demonstrate an
understanding of them?

Does the counselor know the limitations
of his agency's services and abide by
them?

Does the counselor meet the agency's
required number of rehabilitations?

Does the counselor take advantage of
opportunities to present an "agency
image" to the community in line with
agency goals?

Importance Method Used

EI QI SI CR SI SR D 0

EI QI SI CR SI SR D 0

EI QI SI CR SI SR D 0

EI QI SI CR SI SR D 0

EI QI SI CR SI SR D 0

EI QI SI CR SI SR D 0

EI QI SI CR SI SR D 0

EI QI SI CR SI SR D 0

EI QI SI CR SI SR D 0

EI QI SI CR SI SR D 0

EI QI SI CR SI SR D 0

EI QI SI CR SI SR D 0

EI QI SI CR SI SR D 0
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Required

27. R NR Does the counselor demonstrate re-
sourcefulness and ingenuity when
confronted by a particularly diffi-
cult problem?

28 R HR ? Does the counselor help prepare and
motivate the client for job hunting?

29 R NFL ? Does the counselor have substantial
knowledge about, and working rela-
tionships with, tone major community
rehabilitation services and agencies?

=.0.02077117110.
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Importance Method Used

EI QI SI CR SI SR D 0

EI QI SI CR SI SR D 0

EI QI SI CR SI SR D 0

II The following questions relate to your total evaluation program. To answer
them, simply check the appropriate foil.

How often are the rehabilitation counselors on your staff evaluated through
some type of report?

a. no "set" time
b. every 3-6 months
c. every 7-12 months
d. at intervals of more than 1 year

Do these evaluative reports become n part of the rehabilitation counselor's
record:

Yes No Partially used

NTV such counselor reports used to determine pay increases?

Ye s No Partially used

Are the reports used to determine promotions?

Yes No

Does your staff use a standard form to organize reports on the counselors
they evaluate?

Yes No

Do supervisors have a responsibility to review their evaluation reports with
the counselors involved?

Yes No
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7. Are the evaluative reports used to establish in-service training goals?

a. often used

b. occasionally used

c. seldom used

8. When was the last time a major change occurred in your evaluative procedures?

a. within the last 6 months

b. within the last year

c. within the past 5 years

d. over 5 years ago

III. DATA SHEET

Position of respondent

1. Agency name

1......111......1........1111!..

State

2. How many counselors are employed on your agency staff?

3. How many counselors on your staff have gone through a formal graduate

program of rehabilitation counseling?

4. Is your agency under civil service?

Again, many thanks for your help. Please feel free to use the rest of this

page in writing any comments or criticisms about this questionnaire or about

evaluative procedures of rehabilitation counselors you might wish to include.



C
l
i
e
n
t
s
 
S
e
r
v
e
d

6
9
%

5
0
%

4
9
%

6
3
%

6
9
%

6
0
%

6
3
%

6
9
7
,

7
1
%

8
0
%

5
6
%

6
6
%

7
4
%

3
8
%

5
4
%

4
6
%

5
0
%

2
9
%

4
0
7
.

1
3
%

4
0
7
.

8
3
%

3
1
%

5
4
%

7
4
7
.

5
6
%

6
3
%

6
6
%

3
8
%

5
1
7
.

T
A

B
L

E
 A

T
H
E
 
P
R
O
P
O
R
T
I
O
N

O
F
 
S
T
A
T
E
-
F
E
D
E
R
A
L

D
V
R
'
S
 
W
H
I
C
H
 
R
E
Q
U
I
R
E

C
E
R
T
A
I
N
 
P
E
R
S
O
N
A
L
T
R
A
I
T
S
 
I
N
 
A
S
S
E
S
S
I
N
G

C
O
U
N
S
E
L
O
R
S

S
i
z
e

I
t
e
m

R
e
g
i
o
n

r4
:4

C
el

Ps
i

Pe
i

Ps
i

N
C

ri
1

3
N

N
N

1
.
4

F
4

F
4

Z
Z

Z
Z

U
)

C
l)

C
O

0
0

0
0

F
4

F
4

F
4

A
g

g
R
E
Q
U
I
R
I
N
G
 
t
h
e

e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
:

L
I

c
.
,

t
o

V
g

V
M

5
6
7
.

5
9
%

3
1
%

1
.
 
T
h
e

c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
a
p
p
e
a
r
a
n
c
e

a
n
d
 
g
r
o
o
m
i
n
g
.

7
2
7
.

5
9
%

5
6
%

3
.
 
T
h
e

c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
e
n
t
h
u
s
i
a
s
m
a
n
d
 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
.

6
1
%

7
6
%

7
5
%

7
.
 
T
h
e

c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
r
e
g
a
r
d

a
n
d
 
c
o
n
d
u
c
t
 
o
f

h
i
m
s
e
l
f
 
a
s
 
a

p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
.

5
6
%

7
1
%

6
3
7
,

.
6
1
7
.

5
9
7
.

2
5
%

3
3
%

2
4
%

5
0
%

3
9
7
.

1
8
%

3
8
7
.

5
0
%

4
7
%

4
4
%

4
4
%

6
5
%

7
5
%

5
6
%

4
1
%

4
4
%

8
.
 
T
h
e

c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
a
c
c
e
p
t
a
n
c
e

a
n
d
 
b
e
n
e
f
i
t

f
r
o
m
 
s
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
i
o
n

a
n
d
 
c
r
i
t
i
c
i
s
m
.

9
.
 
T
h
e

c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
u
s
e
 
o
f
e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e
 
a
n
d

m
i
s
t
a
k
e
s
 
t
o
 
l
e
a
r
n

a
n
d
 
i
m
p
r
o
v
e

s
k
i
l
l
s
.

1
0
.
 
T
h
e

c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
i
n
g
o
f
 
h
i
s
 
o
w
n

n
e
e
d
s
,
 
b
e
l
i
e
f
s

a
n
d
 
l
i
m
i
t
a
t
i
o
n
s
.

1
3
.
 
T
h
e

c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
f
e
a
r
s
 
o
r

p
r
e
j
u
d
i
c
e
s

t
o
w
a
r
d
 
t
h
e
 
d
i
s
a
b
l
e
d
 
o
r
d
i
s
a
b
i
l
i
t
i
e
s
.

1
8
.
 
T
h
e

c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
d
e
s
i
r
e
 
t
o

c
o
r
r
e
c
t
 
h
i
s

o
w
n

s
h
o
r
t
c
o
m
i
n
g
s
.

1
9
.
 
T
h
e

c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
"
g
e
t
t
i
n
g

a
l
o
n
g
"
 
w
i
t
h

c
o
-
w
o
r
k
e
r
s
;

c
o
n
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n
 
t
o
m
o
r
a
l
e
.

2
7
.
 
T
h
e
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
f
u
l
n
e
s
s

a
n
d

i
n
g
e
n
u
i
t
y
 
w
i
t
h
 
a
d
i
f
f
i
c
u
l
t
 
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
.

6
8
%

5
7
%

4
7
%

5
5
7
E

6
8
%

7
3
%

4
2
%

6
5
%

7
4
%

7
7
7
.

5
2
%

6
5
7
.

6
3
7
.

7
7
7
.

6
7
7
.

7
0
%

6
3
7
.

4
6
7
.

6
7
7
.

6
5
%

4
2
%

3
1
%

2
4
%

4
0
%

4
7
%

2
7
%

3
8
%

3
0
%

6
8
%

5
8
%

6
2
7
.

6
0
%

6
8
%

7
7
%

6
2
%

5
5
%

6
3
%

5
4
%

4
3
%

6
0
%



.3

r
.

C
l
i
e
n
t
s
 
S
e
r
v
e
d

a
: to A

3
4
7
.

3
1
%

4
3
%

6
3
%

7
5
%

5
1
7
.

6
0
%

8
1
7
.

4
9
%

5
4
%

5
0
%

6
3
%

6
9
%

7
5
%

5
4
%

4
0
%

5
0
%

3
1
%

4
9
%

3
8
%

2
0
%

6
9
%

5
0
%

5
4
%

3
1
%

6
9
%

2
3
%

4
9
%

5
6
%

3
7
%

T
A
B
L
E
 
B

T
H
E
 
P
R
O
P
O
R
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
A
T
E
-
F
E
D
E
R
A
L
D
V
R
'
S
 
W
H
I
C
H
 
R
E
G
A
R
D

C
E
R
T
A
I
N
 
P
E
R
S
O
N
A
L
 
T
R
A
I
T
S
 
A
S
E
X
T
R
E
M
E
L
Y
 
I
M
P
O
R
T
A
N
T
 
I
N
 
A
S
S
E
S
S
I
N
G
C
O
U
N
S
E
L
O
R
S

N to

S
i
z
e

6
7
%

2
9
7
.

6
7
7
.

5
3
%

5
6
%

4
1
%

6
1
%

5
3
%

6
7
%

5
3
%

2
8
%

4
1
%

2
2
%

2
4
%

5
6
%

4
7
%

3
3
%

2
9
%

4
4
%

3
5
%

I
t
e
m

(r
) N 1-
4

py

O c.
,

t
o 0 H 0

R
e
g
i
o
n 0 H

z 1-
1

c.
D

O

1
9
7
.

5
6
7
.

8
1
%

6
3
7
.

6
3
%

4
4
7
.

3
1
%

5
6
7
.

5
0
%

5
0
%

E
X
T
R
E
M
E
L
Y
 
I
M
P
O
R
T
A
N
T
 
t
o

e
v
a
l
u
a
t
e
:

1
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
a
p
p
e
a
r
a
n
c
e

a
n
d
 
g
r
o
o
m
i
n
g
.

3
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
e
n
t
h
u
s
i
a
s
m

a
n
d
 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
.

7
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
r
e
g
a
r
d

a
n
d
 
c
o
n
d
u
c
t
 
o
f

h
i
m
s
e
l
f
 
a
s
 
a
 
p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
.

8
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
a
c
c
e
p
t
a
n
c
e

a
n
d
 
b
e
n
e
f
i
t

f
r
o
m
 
s
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
i
o
n
 
a
n
d
 
c
r
i
t
i
c
i
s
m
.

9
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
u
s
e
 
o
f

e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e
 
a
n
d

m
i
s
t
a
k
e
s
 
t
o
 
l
e
a
r
n
 
a
n
d
 
i
m
p
r
o
v
e

s
k
i
l
l
s
.

1
0
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
i
n
g

o
f
 
h
i
s
 
o
w
n

n
e
e
d
s
,
 
b
e
l
i
e
f
s
 
a
n
d
 
l
i
m
i
t
a
t
i
o
n
s
.

1
3
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
f
e
a
r
s
 
o
r
p
r
e
j
u
d
i
c
e
s

t
o
w
a
r
d
 
t
h
e
 
d
i
s
a
b
l
e
d
 
o
r
d
i
s
a
b
i
l
i
t
i
e
s
.

1
8
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
d
e
s
i
r
e
 
t
o
 
c
o
r
r
e
c
t

h
i
s

a
w
n
 
s
h
o
r
t
c
o
m
i
n
g
s
.

1
9
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
T
'
s
 
"
g
e
t
t
i
n
g

a
l
o
n
g
"
 
w
i
t
h

c
o
-
w
o
r
k
e
r
s
;

c
o
n
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n
 
t
o
 
m
o
r
a
l
e
.

2
7
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s

r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
f
u
l
n
e
s
s
 
a
n
d

i
n
g
e
n
u
i
t
y
 
w
i
t
h
 
a
 
d
i
f
f
i
c
u
l
t
 
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
.

p
C

W
H

2
6
%

2
7
%

2
4
%

3
0
%

5
3
7
,

6
9
7
.

5
2
7
.

6
5
7
.

5
3
7
.

6
5
%

5
2
%

6
5
%

5
3
7
.

4
6
7
.

6
7
7
.

6
5
%

5
8
7
.

6
9
%

7
6
%

5
0
%

4
7
%

2
7
%

3
8
7
.

4
5
%

4
7
%

3
5
7
.

2
9
%

3
0
%

6
8
%

5
8
%

6
7
%

4
5
%

3
2
%

4
2
%

3
3
%

3
0
%

4
2
%

3
8
%

4
8
%

5
5
%

lw
a

11



C
l
i
e
n
t
s
 
S
e
r
v
e
d

c
a

c
a

T
A
B
L
E
 
C

T
H
E
 
P
R
O
P
O
R
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
A
T
E
-
F
E
D
E
R
A
L
 
D
V
R
'
S
 
W
H
I
C
H
 
R
E
Q
U
I
R
E

C
E
R
T
A
I
N
 
P
E
R
F
O
R
M
A
N
C
E
 
Q
U
A
L
I
T
I
E
S
 
I
N
 
A
S
S
E
S
S
I
N
G
 
C
O
U
N
S
E
L
O
R
S

S
i
z
e

cs
1 N 1-
1

C
l)

t'4
1 N 1-
1

I
t
e
m

R
E
Q
U
I
R
I
N
G
,
 
t
h
e
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
:

5
7
%

5
6
7
,

3
8
%

5
6
%

6
5
%

6
3
%

6
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
n
e
a
t
n
e
s
s
 
a
n
d
 
c
a
r
e
 
i
n

h
a
n
d
l
i
n
g
 
m
e
c
h
a
n
i
c
s

a
n
d
 
c
l
e
r
i
c
a
l
 
t
a
s
k
s
.

6
6
%

6
9
%

6
0
%

7
8
%

5
3
%

5
6
%

1
1
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
c
r
e
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
a
 
s
u
i
t
a
b
l
e

a
t
m
o
s
p
h
e
r
e
 
d
u
r
i
n
g
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
i
n
g
 
s
e
s
s
i
o
n
s
.

8
0
7
.

6
9
%

5
7
7
.

6
7
7
.

5
3
%

6
3
%

1
2
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
g
i
v
i
n
g
 
o
f
 
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 
t
o
 
c
l
i
e
n
t
e
.

9
1
%

7
5
7
,

7
4
%

8
3
7
,

7
1
7
.

6
9
%

1
4
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
r
e
s
p
e
c
t
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
c
o
n
f
i
-

d
e
n
t
i
a
l
i
t
y
 
o
f
 
c
e
r
t
a
i
n
 
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
.

7
4
%

6
9
%

6
9
%

6
7
%

7
1
%

6
9
%

1
5
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
c
o
l
l
e
c
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
s
u
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 
b
e
f
o
r
e
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
n
g
.

8
0
7
.

8
1
%

7
7
7
.

7
8
%

7
6
%

8
1
%

6
6
%

5
0
%

5
4
%

5
0
%

5
9
%

5
0
%

6
9
%

6
3
%

5
1
%

5
0
%

5
3
%

6
3
%

7
1
%

4
4
%

4
6
%

4
4
7
.

4
7
7
.

4
4
7
.

3
4
%

1
3
7
.

4
9
%

4
3
%

2
5
7
.

3
4
7
.

7
4
7

6
3
%

6
6
%

3
3
%

4
7
%

3
1
%

1
1
%

4
1
%

4
4
%

7
8
%

6
5
7
.

5
0
7
.

1
6
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
f
a
c
t
o
r
s

i
n
 
a
 
c
a
s
e
 
a
n
d
 
a
c
t
i
n
g
 
j
u
d
i
c
i
o
u
s
l
y
.

1
7
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
h
e
l
p
 
t
o
 
c
l
i
e
n
t
s
 
i
n

d
e
v
e
l
o
p
i
n
g
 
a
n
 
u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
i
n
g
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
a
g
e
n
c
y
.

2
1
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
p
l
a
c
e
m
e
n
t
 
e
f
f
o
r
t
s
.

2
2
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
a
p
p
r
o
a
c
h
 
t
o
 
p
r
o
s
p
e
c
t
i
v
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
r
s
.

2
5
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s

r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d
 
n
u
m
b
e
r

2
6
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s

"
a
g
e
n
c
y
 
i
m
a
g
e
"

m
e
e
t
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
 
a
g
e
n
c
y
'
s

o
f
 
r
e
h
a
b
i
l
i
t
a
t
i
o
n
s
.

p
r
e
s
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
a
n

t
o
 
t
h
e
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
.

2
8
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
p
r
e
p
a
r
a
t
i
o
n
 
a
n
d
 
m
o
t
i
v
a
-

t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
c
l
i
e
n
t
s
 
f
o
r
 
j
o
b
 
h
u
n
t
i
n
g
.

R
e
g
i
o
n

N
co

.;
%

3
z

z
z

z
0

0
0

0
1-

4
H

H
H

C
D

C
D

C
D

C
D

g
M

M
M

7
4
7
.

6
8
%

6
3
7
.

7
9
7
.

6
3
7
.

6
8
7
.

6
8
7
.

5
8
7
.

6
3
7
.

5
3
7
.

4
7
7
.

6
8
7
.

5
8
7
.

5
7
%

5
0
%

6
5
7
.

5
2
%

7
0
7
.

7
3
7
.

6
7
7
.

7
0
7
.

9
2
7
.

7
1
7
.

8
0
7
.

8
1
%

6
2
%

7
5
7
.

8
5
7
.

7
1
7
.

9
0
7
.

6
2
7
.

5
7
%

4
5
%

6
9
7
.

4
3
%

7
0
7
.

5
0
7
.

5
7
7
.

5
0
%

3
8
7
.

2
9
7
.

2
5
7
.

4
2
7
.

3
8
7
.

1
5
%

6
2
%

6
7
7
.

8
0
%



T
A
B
L
E
D

T
H
E
 
P
R
O
P
O
R
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
A
T
E
-
F
E
D
E
R
A
L
 
D
V
R
'
S
 
W
H
I
C
H
 
R
E
G
A
R
D

C
E
R
T
A
I
N
 
P
E
R
F
O
R
M
A
N
C
E
 
Q
U
A
L
I
T
I
E
S
 
A
S
 
E
X
T
R
E
M
E
L
Y
 
I
M
P
O
R
T
A
N
T
 
I
N
 
A
S
S
E
S
S
I
N
G

C
O
U
N
S
E
L
O
R
S

C
l
i
e
n
t
s
 
S
e
r
v
e
d

S
i
z
e

I
t
e
m

R
e
g
i
o
n
,

r4
C

4
C

ol

I
co

1
m

2
2

:
t
a

V
al

C
si b.
)

H
0

to
H

H
H

Z
Z

Z
Z

11
4.

 0
t..

)
C

il
C

/3
C

O
C

O
2

C
)

0
0

C
)

Z
 Z

1:
34

 0
g

0
:
1
 
E

A
g

g
g

g
E
X
T
R
E
M
E
L
Y
 
I
M
P
O
R
T
A
N
T
 
t
o
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
e
:

C
D

C
D

C
D

C
D

M
M

M

1
4
%

2
5
%

9
1

7
7
7

8
8
7

6
0
1

6
9
7

6
9
%

5
4
1

8
3
7

8
1
7

6
9
%

7
4
1

8
1
%

6
8
%

7
1
%

8
1
1

7
1
%

3
4
%

3
8
%

3
1
%

7
4
%

6
3
%

5
1
%

7
1
%

6
3
%

4
6
%

3
1
%

0
%

2
3
%

3
4
%

2
5
%

1
7
1

6
9
%

5
6
%

4
9
7

2
2
%

1
2
%

6
%

7
2
7
.

4
7
%

8
7
1

6
7
%

4
7
%

6
3
1

7
8
7

5
3
%

8
8
7

7
2
%

7
1
%

7
5
%

8
3
%

6
5
%

7
5
1

2
8
%

3
5
%

3
8
1

6
1
%

5
9
%

4
4
%

6
1
1

4
1
%

5
0
1

1
7
%

1
8
7

1
3
1

6
%

2
4
1

3
1
7

6
7
7

4
7
%

3
8
7

6
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
n
e
a
t
n
e
s
s
 
a
n
d

c
a
r
e
 
i
n

h
a
n
d
l
i
n
g
 
m
e
c
h
a
n
i
c
s

a
n
d
 
c
l
e
r
i
c
a
l
 
t
a
s
k
s
.

1
6
1

1
2
1

1
0
1

2
0
7

1
1
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
c
r
e
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
a
 
s
u
i
t
a
b
l
e

a
t
m
o
s
p
h
e
r
e
 
d
u
r
i
n
g
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
i
n
g
 
s
e
s
s
i
o
n
s
.

6
8
%

6
5
%

8
6
%

7
0
7
.

1
2
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
g
i
v
i
n
g
 
o
f
 
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 
t
o
 
c
l
i
e
n
t
s
.

7
4
%

5
0
1

6
7
1

6
5
7

1
4
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
r
e
s
p
e
c
t
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
c
o
n
f
i
-

d
e
n
t
i
a
l
i
t
y
 
o
f
 
c
e
r
t
a
i
n
 
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
.

7
4
1

7
7
7
.

7
6
%

8
0
1

1
5
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
c
o
l
l
e
c
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
s
u
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 
b
e
f
o
r
e
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
n
g
.

6
3
%

6
9
%

7
6
%

8
5
%

1
6
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
f
a
c
t
o
r
s

i
n
 
a
 
c
a
s
e
 
a
n
d
 
a
c
t
i
n
g
 
j
u
d
i
c
i
o
u
s
l
y
.

7
9
%

5
0
1

8
6
1

8
5
%

1
7
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
h
e
l
p
 
t
o
 
c
l
i
e
n
t
s
 
i
n

d
e
v
e
l
o
p
i
n
g
 
a
n
 
u
n
d
e
r
u
t
a
n
d
i
n
g
 
o
f
-
t
h
e

a
g
e
n
c
y
.

4
7
%

2
3
%

3
8
1

3
0
%

2
1
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
p
l
a
c
e
m
e
n
t
 
e
f
f
o
r
t
s
.

6
3
%

5
4
%

6
7
%

7
0
%

2
2
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
a
p
p
r
o
a
c
h
 
t
o
 
p
r
o
s
p
e
c
t
i
v
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
r
s
.

5
0
%

7
4
%

5
7
1

6
0
1

2
5
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
m
e
e
t
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
 
a
g
e
n
c
y
'
s

r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d
 
n
u
m
b
e
r
 
o
f
 
r
e
h
a
b
i
l
i
t
a
t
i
o
n
s
.

3
2
%

1
5
1

2
9
1

1
5
1

2
6
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f

a
n

4
2
1

'
1
9
%

2
4
%

2
0
1

"
a
g
e
n
c
y
 
i
m
a
g
e
"
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
.

2
8
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
p
r
e
p
a
r
a
t
i
o
n
 
a
n
d
m
o
t
i
v
e
-

v
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
c
l
i
e
n
t
s
 
f
o
r
 
j
o
b
 
h
u
n
t
i
n
g
.

6
3
1

4
2
%

6
7
7

5
5
%



T
A
B
L
E
 
E

T
H
E
 
P
R
O
P
O
R
T
I
O
N
 
O
F

S
T
A
T
E
-
F
E
D
E
R
A
L
 
D
V
R
'
S
 
W
H
I
C
H
R
E
Q
U
I
R
E

C
E
R
T
A
I
N
 
A
B
I
L
I
T
Y
-
K
N
O
W
L
E
D
G
E

Q
U
A
L
I
T
I
E
S
 
I
N
 
A
S
S
E
S
S
I
N
G
 
C
O
U
N
S
E
L
O
R
S

C
l
i
e
n
t
s
 
S
e
r
v
e
d

S
i
z
e

I
t
e
m

R
e
g
i
o
n

H
C

si
C

et

aa
N

N
N

C
/3

u
:

M
I

11
4

1
M

8-
4

0i
a:

43

0
a
a

I-
4

H
H

Z
Z

Z
Z

2 
W

u
:

c
n

u
:

c
n

0
o

0
IN

H
II

N
H

c
4

0
1
-
4
 
c
i
l

0
C

D
C

D

A
 0

fa
l

41
4

it
I

D
I. A

A
R
E
Q
U
I
R
I
N
G
 
t
h
e
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
:

M
M

i

8
6
1

8
3
1

8
0
1

8
9
%

7
4
1

7
4
%

6
9
1

6
3
1

7
8
1

5
3
%

6
3
1

7
5
%

7
4
%

7
2
%

7
6
%

7
5
1

7
5
1

5
7
7
.

6
7
1

5
3
%

6
9
1

7
5
%

7
1
%

6
1
%

8
2
%

7
5
%

6
9
1

6
9
%

6
7
%

6
5
%

7
5
1

6
9
1

6
9
1

7
2
%

6
5
%

6
9
1

2
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
r
e
a
s
o
n

l
o
g
i
-

t
a
l
l
y
 
a
n
d
 
c
o
n
c
i
s
e
l
y
.

4
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s

k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
 
o
f
 
r
e
h
a
b
i
l
i
-

t
a
t
i
o
n
 
c
o
n
c
e
p
t
s
.

5
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e
a
n
d
 
b
a
c
k
g
r
o
u
n
d

t
o
 
b
e
 
a
n
 
e
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
.

2
3
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s

k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
g
e
n
e
r
a
l

g
o
a
l
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
a
g
e
n
c
y
.

2
4
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s

k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
l
i
m
i
t
a
-

t
i
o
n
s
 
o
f
 
h
i
s
 
a
g
e
n
c
y
'
s

s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
.

2
9
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s

k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
 
a
n
d
 
r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
-

s
h
i
p
s
 
w
i
t
h
 
m
a
j
o
r
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

a
g
e
n
c
i
e
s
.

7
9
1

8
1
%

5
7
1

7
5
%

7
4
1

8
5
%

7
1
7

8
0
1

6
8
7
.

8
5
%

4
8
%

7
5
%

6
3
1

9
2
%

6
7
1

9
0
%

6
8
7
.

8
1
%

6
7
%

6
5
%

6
8
1

7
7
1

6
2
%

7
5
%



T
A
B
L
E
 
F

T
H
E
 
P
R
O
P
O
R
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
A
T
E
-
F
E
D
E
R
A
L
 
D
V
R
'
S
 
W
H
I
C
H
 
R
E
G
A
R
D

C
E
R
T
A
I
N
 
A
B
I
L
I
T
Y
-
K
N
O
W
L
E
D
G
E
 
Q
U
A
L
I
T
I
E
S

E
X
T
R
E
M
E
L
Y
 
I
M
P
O
R
T
A
N
T
 
I
N
 
A
S
S
E
S
S
I
N
G
 
C
O
U
N
S
E
L
O
R
S

C
l
i
e
n
t
s
 
S
e
r
v
e
d

S
i
z
e

I
t
e
m

R
e
g
i
o
n

04
11

C
a
w0:

C
I) Id 1

A
 0

g
g

0:
1 

4
A

7
7
7

6
3
7

7
1
7

8
3
%

7
5
7

8
6
7

4
6
%

6
3
7

3
8
7

6
0
%

8
1
%

7
1
7

5
4
%

6
3
%

6
6
7

5
7
%

7
5
7

5
1
%

r
.
4

C
V

el

1.
4

1-
4

M
4

W
r
i
l

a
l

N
N

C
A

C
A

C
I
)

O
w

od
cd >

>od

C
I

A
A

7
2
7

7
1
7

6
3
7

7
8
7

8
2
7

8
7
%

5
6
%

4
1
7

6
3
7

7
8
%

7
1
%

7
5
7

5
0
7

7
6
7

6
9
7

.
6
1
7

5
9
%

5
6
%

Z
Z

Z
Z

N
c
a

1
3

F
4
C
)

1
.
4

C
)

C
)

1
.
4

C
) I-
4

T
A
X
T
R
E
M
E
L
Y
 
I
M
P
O
R
T
A
N
T
 
t
o
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
e
:

C
D

0
C

D
C

D

g
C

C
D

2
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
r
e
a
s
o
n
 
l
o
g
i
-

7
9
7

7
3
%

5
7
7

8
0
7

c
a
l
l
y
 
a
n
d
 
c
o
n
c
i
s
e
l
y
.

4
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
 
o
f
 
r
e
h
a
b
i
l
i
-

8
4
7

8
1
X

9
0
7

7
5
%

t
a
t
i
o
n
 
c
o
n
c
e
p
t
s
.

5
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e
 
a
n
d
 
b
a
c
k
g
r
o
u
n
d

4
2
7

5
4
7

4
3
7

6
0
7

t
o
 
b
e
 
a
n
 
e
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
.

2
3
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
g
e
n
e
r
a
l

6
8
7

6
2
7

7
1
7

8
5
7

g
o
a
l
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
a
g
e
n
c
y
.

2
4
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
l
i
m
i
t
a
-

4
7
%

6
9
%

7
1
7

5
0
7

L
i
o
n
s
 
o
f
 
h
i
s
 
a
g
e
n
c
y
'
s
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
.

2
9
.
 
T
h
e
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
'
s
 
k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
 
a
n
d
 
r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
-

5
3
7

5
4
%

7
1
%

5
5
%

s
h
i
p
s
 
w
i
t
h
 
m
a
j
o
r
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
a
g
e
n
c
i
e
s
.



TABLE G

THE MEDIAN PERCENTAGES OF THREE QUALITIES REPORTED BY DVR'S
AS REQUIRED AND EXTREMELY IMPORTANT,
ACCORDING TO AGENCY, SIZE AND REGION

Personal Trait
Required

Personal Trait
Important

Performance
Required

Performance
Important

Ability-Knowledge
Required

Ability-Knowledge
Important

r-4 C's1 in
cn c&1 ;4 cLT N vi i4.1 s. N N N
1-4 0 Ls3 1-4 1-4 1-4 Z Z Z Z2 E 0 Cl) C/3 Cl) cn 0

1-4
0
1-4

0 0
1-4 ril t: od r:4 c4 0 0 1-4 1-4

4-4 0 > > > > 0
al d A C:1 A A Ci

687. 507. 547. 567. 597. 477. 66% 587. 50% 607.

52% 53% 47% 56% 44% 53% 50% 447. 50% 48%

737. 637. 567. 62% 567. 607. 687, 647. 577. 70%

707. 637. 50% 64% 47% 607. 63% 507. 67%. 657.

82% 72% 69% 69% 657. 727. 687. 83% 65% 75%

597. 69% 69% 677. 717. 66% 61% 667. 71% 68%



TABLE H

THE CORRELATIONS BETWEEN DVR'S OF DIFFERENT CLASSIFICATION

RANKED ACCORDING TO THE PROPORTION OF EVALUATION ITEMS REQUIRED

AND JUDGED EXTREMELY IMPORTANT (rho)

DVR Comb, and DVR Sep.

DVR Comb. and Blind

DVR Sep. and Blind

DVR Size 1 and DVR Size 2

DVR Size 1 and DVR Size 3

DVR Size 2 and DVR Size 3

DVR Size 1 and Blind

DVR Size 2 and Blind

DVR Size 3 and Blind

Region NE and S

Region NE and MW

Region NE and W

Region S and MW

S and W

Region MW and W

117

REQUIRED % EXTREMELY IMPORTANT %

76* 69

52 65

67 81

56 75

41 69

73 75

60 81

51 76

47 70

49 67

39 86

34 64

55 75

79 68

55 77

* Decimal points in correlations omitted.
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